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I. TIlE UTAM PROPOSAL'S "CLEAR SPECfRUM" REQUIREMENT
APPlIES TO ALL res DE\TICE5

As a threshold matter, Ameritech generally agrees with the UTAM

proposal's foundation assumptions that (1) "coexistence between unlicensed res
and fixed microwave systems is only possible for limited types of PCS devices 

those 'non-nomadic' devices utilizing a fixed infrastructure", and (2) "ultimately,

there is a requirement for clear spectrum for the viable deployment of unlicensed

PCS"l. It is important to understand, however, that these two assumptions apply

to both "nomadic" and "non-nomadic" devices.

A previously-filed Ameritech study demonstrated that, as a practical

matter, spectrum sharing between PCS and fixed microwave systems represents

an interim solution for specific interference situations which may arise during the

rollout of PCS.2 On a technical basis, this overall conclusion applies

1UfAM PropooaI, p. 6. ttt4~
2ET Docket 92-9, Comments of Ameritech (January 13,1993~ •
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equally to both dasles of devices as described in the proposal. Sharing is

problematic as a long-term solution of general applicability.

In addition, devices which UTAM would categorize as "non-nomadic" are,

in fact, rendered mobile when their owners physically relocate them. Wireless

LANs are one clear example of this phenomenon, since the intent of the

arrangement is to permit terminals to move with their users' work locations.

Indeed, an entire wireless LAN system can also be moved to another location if

. the entire business enterprise relocates. In such a case, the interference potential

is the same whether such a system is treated as "non-nomadic" (and hence subject

to the coordination provisions of the proposal) or not. Thus, while UTAM's

proposed distinction may be useful within the scope of its proposal, the

underlying sharing considerations do not vary because of a device's licensing

status.

u. UTAM'S PROPOSAL TO GRANT PUBUC SAFETY USERS PRIORITY
ACCFSS 10GO\'ERNMHNI SPECTRUM SHOULD BE IMPLEMENTED

As a means of expediting the clearing process for 2 GHz PeS spectrum,

UTAM proposes that "public safety" users be afforded priority access to

spectrum (at 1710-1850 MHz) currently designated for federal government use.

This step would facilitate the transition process and serve as an inducement for

otherwise-exempt users to relocate. This would not only result in cost and time

savings relative to the equipment, engineering, licensing and other activities

involved, but would also hasten the complete clearing of 2 GHz spectrum for

PCS in general. Since, in Ameritech's view, sharing is not a viable long-term

solution of general applicability, implementing this proposal would speed up the

availability of clear spectrum for both unlicensed and licensed applications.
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m. nm "FRAME PERIOD" RECOMMENDATION IN WINFORUMtg
PROPOSAL MAY CONSTRAIN THE SERVING TECHNOLOGY FOR
PeS

'The objectives of WINForum's suggested spectrum etiquette are

commendable. There is a clear need to support diverse PCS applications within

the same spectrum on a fair basis, and to provide for technical compatibility

across platforms and services. WINForum's effort clearly took considerable

resources, and deserves recognition and support. The approach chosen,

however, may go too far.

To handle the complex interference issues presented by the proposal, it is

plain that specifications for maximum bandwidth and power are needed.

WINForum's approach is perfectly appropriate in these aspects.

If, on the other hand, a spectrum etiquette dictates parameters which drive

experimentation to a specific technology, it can constrain, rather than foster

technical advance by pre-identifying a preferred design or format. By specifying

frame periods3, the WINForum proposal appears to have this effect.

IV. ANY STANDARDS EFFORT UNDER EITHER PROPOSAL SHOULD BE
CLEARLY LIMITED TO UNLICENSED DEVICES

The proposals of UTAM and WINForum are both intended to foster the

deployment of unlicensed PCS applications.4 Obviously, different interests will

arise in considering the proper treatment of licensed and unlicensed PeS

operations. The solutions chosen will necessarily depend on the technologies,

economics, specific spectrum characteristics and other variables involved. Thus,

as a general observation, the rules which the Commission may adopt in this

3WINFonun 1'ropoIaI, p. 6 (sections 4.1 - 4.2).

4urAM Proposal, p. ill - iv; WINForumProposal, p.l.
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particular matter should be limited in reach to unlicensed applications. This

tight focus will serve the industry best at this early point in its development.
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